Appendix D.4
Piloted Practices for Reducing IT Cycle Time

The RIT Pilots employed a number of RIT recommendations and from them developed practices that were successful in reducing IT cycle time.  Some of these practices are reflected in the Blueprint for broad implementation, while others have a narrower appeal.  Some helped create a climate of self-organization; others made good use of that climate. They are all however useful for exploring investment strategies that can reduce cycle time and improve the product. 

D.4.1
DocX: Acquisition Management Information Plan (AMIP)

AMIP is defined as the sum of information needed to enable a decision maker to set a program on a given acquisition path with a level of oversight defined by risk-balanced governance.  It is one of the first products of RBG and supports the Fast Track practice described.  The term Doc X was coined by the RIT and used in subsequent briefings.  Doc X is not however a descriptive term and has been the source of confusion.  For this report we will use a more descriptive term: Acquisition Management Information Plan (AMIP).

The thrust of AMIP is threefold:

· Focuses on information, not documentation

· Translates the capability and aggregate risk information of RBG into an acquisition management information plan

· Serves as the metadata model for information generated during the program life-cycle

	Experience:

The GCSS (CC/JTF) program used AMIP principles to tailor and consolidate acquisition documents such as the Economic Alternatives and Analysis (EAA), Incremental Program Baseline, and the Risk Management Strategy.




The ILS-S program was successful in employing “virtual” reviews, EADRs.  These were done in place of traditional milestone reviews.  The FIRST program engaged in a process working with AF/XIW (Director for C4ISR Architecture and Integration) to eliminate duplicative certification requirements/documents.  Another change moving toward the AMIP approach was the practice of disseminating draft documents instead of final documents.  Ms. Williamson mentions in the 18 November 2003 Principals’ meeting that the FIRST program was able to improve the C4ISP process largely by working with draft documents.

D.4.2
Minimum Acquisition Information Requirements Decision 

Each of the Pilot PEOs conducted a minimum acquisition information requirements decision.  See Section A.5.2 for discussion of this recommendation.

	Experience:

The MDA for NTCSS approved an acquisition information set, provided the parameters within which the PMO was to operate, and was able to oversee the program with no intermediate milestones.


D.4.3
Delegate all IT/NSS to Components to Maximum Extent Practicable 

Based on the RIT Pilot designation, seven programs were assigned ACAT IAC designation or changed from pre-IAD to IAC.  Consistently, both the PEOs and the programs lauded this recommendation as key to improving their ability to meet schedule and performance.  One program that was not able to experiment with this recommendation, TC-AIMS II.  The PMO explained that he was unable to convince his chain of command that it was possible to delegate a joint program to a Component.  

D.4.4
Fast Track Risk-balanced Oversight

Eight of the RIT Pilots experimented with Risk-balanced oversight.  While at the outset, only one of the programs had a robust risk management process, the RIT Pilot approach got eight of the nine programs to fully implement a robust risk management process.  The first step in moving toward Risk-based Governance is in getting the programs to engage in risk-based management principles.  Risk Radar was used as the tool of choice by seven of the RIT Pilots.

Both in the Navy and in the Air Force, monthly risk status reporting to the PEO kept the PEO and staff informed and reduced the need for formal oversight meetings.  NTCSS conducted risk-oriented review of the program operations during monthly “virtual” meetings in which everyone accessed information in the AIM portal.   The Air Force PEO mentioned in their “perspective” comments that those programs that internally assessed and managed risk as a team and met at least monthly to review status tended to come up with fewer surprises.

In the case of urgent requirements that provide life-saving functionality, the sponsor and Functional Capability Board or Domain owner may submit a determination for Fast Track deployment to the DoD Chief Information Officer.  

D.4.5
Establish an 18-Month Cycle

All RIT Pilot Programs agreed to the eighteen month life cycle as a prerequisite to being a RIT Pilot Team.  This recommendation has borne a number of benefits.  Capability among the teams was able to be pushed out significantly faster, and in some cases was able to aid troops engaged in Operation Iraqi Freedom.  

Overall, most were successful in meeting this date.  Some programs were immensely successful.  For instance, the GTN 21 Program cites in their RIT Program Pilot summary, the following (See Appendix 12 for details): 

“GTN-21 delivered their first increment ahead of schedule. It included three spirals: Infrastructure, Passenger In Transit Visibility (Pax ITV) and Itineraries and Schedules (I&S).  The Infrastructure nine-month effort finished on time. The Pax ITV and I&S twelve-month efforts finished ahead of schedule.”

The spiral “micro-release” approach adopted by the GCSS-AF program allowed them to deploy more than 40 systems and capabilities in the first year and 150 systems in FY 2003.

In some cases, program direction changes led to delays over the 18-month cycle.  For instance, ILS-S intended to have IOC within one year of inception and to be fully fielded within 18 months.  IOC was attained within one year; however, the full fielding was delayed due to a decision to replace the component used to provide legacy system access.

D.4.6
Standardize Oversight Requirements for IT Documents and Approvals 

Most of the RIT Programs stated they did standardize oversight requirements for IT documents and approvals to various degrees of success.  The TC-AIMS II program and its oversight chain investigated the use of a self-assessment template in the Army Acquisition Information Management System (AIM).  See Section B.3.3 for more on AIM.  This standardized self-assessment becomes the basis of certification.  Other programs in the Air Force PEO for C2& CS worked on standardization of the coordination process and approval authority for documents like the acquisition strategy, APB, and CIO Certification.

D.4.7
Assess CCA Conformance

All the programs operated within the precepts of the CCA.  Although most RIT Projects mentioned they assessed CCA Conformance, there are questions as to whether the Component CIO was actively overseeing CCA performance of the delegated programs.  TC-AIMS II tied the CCA conformance to its 18-month cycle goal.  The GTN 21 Program mentioned that a successful CCA IPT was established.  This IPT was able to resolve a GTN 21-unique situation, and aided overall communication and cooperation on CCA compliance items such as BPR and mission outcome measures of effectiveness.

D.4.8
Essential Oversight Information in Portal

All nine of the RIT Pilots chose to experiment with this recommendation.  Many of the key lessons learned and recommendations for future improvements deal with the use of oversight information in a portal.  All the Pilots agreed up front to use the AIM system for publishing high-level oversight documentation.  Some, like the TC-AIMS II program and the Navy NTCSS, continue to use the AIM system.  The Air Force PEO for C2&CS used the AIM portal for posting high level oversight documentation and the Air Force SMART Portal for daily program office/PEO communications.  Over time, most Air Force programs gravitated to using only the SMART system.  This was due to at least  two factors: they received little or no feedback on the oversight content posted to the AIM system, and it was difficult to maintain two separate portals for program office communications. 

D.4.9
Policy and Training for Spiral Development

Most RIT Pilots (8 out of 10) indicated they had policy and training for spiral development.  This went along with the programs embracing an 18-month delivery cycle.  Within the Air Force, this was affected at the AFPEO for C2&CS, which then percolated down to all the programs. Some of the training programs were not robust, but all programs recognized the need to make an objective change toward spiral development.

As an example, the SCS SPO adopted spiral development and deployment as its software development concept of choice.  Their goal was to decompose the large development increment into a number of smaller, more manageable spirals usually around four months in length.  Together with deployment at the conclusion of each spiral, they significantly mitigated requirements growth, cost, schedule, and quality issues inherent in large, complex, software development efforts.  

The IMDS/PAMS Pilot included changes in their software development methodologies to better support the spiral development approach embedded in their schedule.  Based on the need to test and make fixes in a very short turnaround time, the IMDS/PAMS Pilot experimented with Extreme Programming (XP) techniques.  XP is an agile software methodology that allows rapid response and development to changing situations.  Although XP is uniquely suited to work with small spiral developments, the mini-assessment of IMDS/PAMS revealed a need for stronger SPD controls of change control, feedback from development metrics, and analysis of quality deficiencies.  The takeaway from the PAMS XP experience is that the SPD must have in place the disciplines to support small XP teams.  

D.4.10

Restructure ADMs to Address Issues

At least five RIT Pilots in both the Air Force and the Navy experimented with restructuring acquisition decision memoranda (ADMs) to address issues. Evolutionary Acquisition Development Reviews (EADRs) were used extensively by most of the AF PEO for C2&CS programs.  EADRs, which were targeted for senior level reviews involved neither Milestones nor formal reporting, and provided day-to-day program management information accessible though a continuously updated website (SMART). The EADR minutes served as the Acquisition Decision Memorandum approval.  This process dramatically sped up progress and improved communications. In some cases, programs mentioned that changes to the program affected this process.  For instance, due to changes in program direction, which caused revisions in the Life Cycle Cost Estimate, the ILS-S Pilot was not able to conduct a formal EADR. 

In the September 24, 2002 Principals’ Meeting Minutes, LtCol Laing discussed the use of EADR in GTN 21. He noted key benefits of the RIT delegation and the application of EADR:

·  The MDA is closer to the program, and understands the program “end-to-end”. This cuts down time spent educating and saves time in other ways. For example, it results in streamlined Clinger-Cohen certification accountability (not 2-levels up).

· The “AMIP” concept, enabled in the Army’s AIM Portal, provided information vice documents so users can pull the information.  This activity is more efficient and collaborative. An issue here is the perceived need by some communities (e.g., test) for OSD signature approval on a formal, baselined document.

· The EADR minutes formed the basis of an ADM and were posted on AIM.

· EADR represented a change from oversight to insight – this was really an attitude change that resulted in “initiative sharing”.  The PM must write down something to fulfill his/her commitments and the PEO must take the initiative to approve it.

The Navy’s NTCSS program instituted a “management by exception” approach to milestone decisions and a monthly review of program schedule, cost, and performance metrics.  Virtual monthly meetings were conduced, and the AIM portal was used exclusively for program office communications and reporting.  The quarterly DAES report was replaced with a Monthly Acquisition Program Record (MAPR) within the AIM portal.  The NTCSS program claims that approximately two man months of work across both the Program and the PEO were eliminated as a result of these streamlined procedures.

D.4.11

Adopt the Federal Supply Schedule’s (FSC) Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA) as the Preferred Method

Adopting the FSC’s BPA is a recommendation that is intended to provide for technology refreshment, on-line shopping, and to reduce the proliferation of redundant BPAs.  The stated benefits would contribute to shortening the IT cycle time.

Only the TC-AIMS II Program in the Army used BPA as a preferred method.  For the rest, they already had their strategies in place when the RIT Pilot started.

	Experience:

We found that some organizations had a policy that all IT and IT services would be procured from a Federal Schedule, such as the GSA Schedule rather than hiring a prime contractor.  Typically there would be four to six contractors performing fixed price tasks.  Whereas this policy is less expensive and does speed up the procurement process, it also places the burden of integrating the several deliverables on the program office.  The PM must therefore recognize the added in-house tasks and develop the capabilities of a prime contractor within the PMO.  


D.4.12

Establish Community of Practice

The Air Force pilots developed a community of practice among their PMs who were all under the AF PEO for C2&CS but geographically dispersed.  The AF RIT Pilot Team members conducted weekly conference calls with the PMs that gave rise to fruitful discussions about the different approaches PMs used to deal with various emerging issues.

The GCSS-AF used a number of different communication venues available for communities of interest (COI), including instant messaging, chat rooms, and other information sharing mechanisms.  This led to unprecedented levels of communication with the customer: Weekly and “virtual” meetings exposed challenges and areas where senior leadership must intervene quickly to sustain the pace.

The RIT Pilot set up a web site to facilitate collaboration within work groups and enhance dialog among the PMs and Pilot Team members.  The Pilot Team made good use of the site but only two RIT Pilots actively employed the community of practice (CoP) aspects of the site.  We determined that the reason for this apparent underutilization of the site was twofold.  First, most of the programs already had their own facilities set up within their COI, consisting of the program office, program director and various contractors.  Second, the QuickPlace site we used for the RIT CoP was an available, at no cost to the RIT, facility set up by the Program Manager CoP.  Unfortunately it was on an overloaded server and was not an attractive alternative to the existing PM facilities.

	Experience:

TC-AIMS II made good use of the RIT CoP for the development of documentation.  They primarily used the facility as a site for the working group to collaborate on evolving versions of a document and gain buy-in from their gatekeepers and oversight action officers.  When the document was completed, the acceptance process was complete except for signatures.


During the period of the RIT Pilot, the PM-CoP QuickPlace migrated to the Defense Acquisition University and is now called the Acquisition Community Connection.  It is found at URL: http://acc.dau.mil.  We proposed to DAU that we transition of our RIT-CoP into a broader based IT CoP based on an architecture shown in Figure 4.  The proposal was accepted [image: image1.wmf]PM CoP
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and the community has been chartered and is now located on the ACC site.

Figure 1:  IT Community of Practice, CoP, Architecture

Screen shots of several RIT CoP and IT-CoP pages are found in Appendix D.13.
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